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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

1 . The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of 
making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the 
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall 
set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

2. Claims 1 ,2,4,6-13,18-29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as 
failing to comply with the written description requirement. The claim(s) contains subject 
matter which was not described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably 
convey to one skilled in the relevant' art that the inventor(s), at the time the application 
was filed, had possession of the claimed invention. All the independent claims call for 
"other than a single air bladder", this negative limitation was never described in the 
originally filed disclosure, and therefore, it constitutes new matter. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

3. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 1 02 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

4. Claims 1,2,6,9,18-28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Jarvis '505. 

Jarvis discloses a mattress comprising a head end, a foot end, a first side and a 
second side and a center region (22, see col. 2 line 30-40) traversing the mattress from 
the head end to the foot end, the center region including one or more materials that 
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mitigate the emergence of a center ridge over repeated uses of the mattress the center 
region. The center firmness is increased/decreased (see col. 2 lines 30-40). The 
center region is separated by an approximately equal distance from the first side and 
the second side.(see Figs. 1 and 2). The center region having a width of between about 
2 inches and about 12 inches (see col. 2 lines 15-20). 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S. C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

6. Claims 4, 29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Jarvis (US 2859505). 

Jarvis discloses the invention substantially as claimed. However, Jarvis is silent about 
his mattress being a queen/king size. It goes without saying that queen/king size 
mattresses are old and well known. It would have been considered obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art to modify Jarvis by making his mattress either queen or king size 
in order to accommodate a substantially large person. 



7. Claims 1,2, 4, 6-8, 18-22, 24-27,29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Selman et al. or Nunez et al. (US 5579549, 6041459) in view of 
Farley or Farley (US 5077849, 6003179). 
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Selman et al. and Nunez et al. both disclose a mattress comprising 
a head end, a foot end, a first side and a second side (see attached marked up 
drawings) and a center region (102, 44) traversing the mattress from the head end to 
the foot end, the center region including one or more materials that mitigate the 
emergence of a center ridge over repeated uses of the mattress the center region. The 
center firmness is increased (see col. 3 lines 20-60, col. 4 lines 25-35 respectively). 
The center region is separated by an approximately equal distance from the first side 
and the second side.(see Figs. 1 and 2 respectively). (Re claims 7 and 8) the quilted 
material and upholstery is considered as the members shown in Figs. 1 and 2 
respectively. Selman et al. and Nunez et al. both disclose the invention substantially as 
claimed. However, they are both silent about the center region having a width of 
between about two inches and about twelve inches. Farley '849 and Farley '179 both 
teach a center region (207, 26) having a width of between about two inches and about 
twelve inches (see col. 15, col. 5 respectively). It would have been considered obvious 
to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify either Selman et al. or Nunez et al. by making 
the width of the center region about 2-12 inches as taught by either Farley '849 or 
Farley '179 since such a modification would support the buttocks area adequately of an 
individual laying parallel to the longitudinal axis of the mattress. 
With regards to the queen/king size limitation, the examiner takes official notice that 
Queen and King size mattresses are well known and old (see Kentor et al. US 
3608107). Therefore, it would have considered obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
to further modify either (once modified) Selman et al. or Nunez et al. to include their 
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respective firmness to either a Queen/King size mattress since different size mattresses 
are old and well known and it would be a design choice to having varying firmness on 
full, Queen, King size mattress. 

8. Claims 9-1 1 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Selman et al. or Nunez et al. in view of either Farley '849 or Farley '085 as applied to 
claim 1 above, and further in view of Klancnik (US 4092749). 

Selman et al. or Nunez et al. (once modified) discloses the invention substantially as 
claimed. However, they are silent about the spring core having a firmness center region 
increased/reduced relative to other regions of the mattress. Klancnik teaches a core 
having a firmness center region increased/reduced relative to other regions of the 
mattress (see col. 5). It would have been considered obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art to further modify either (once modified) Selman et al. or Nunez et al. to include a 
core having a firmness center region increased/reduced relative to other regions of the 
mattress as taught by Klancnik since such a modification would support the buttocks 
area adequately of an individual laying parallel to the longitudinal axis of the mattress. 

9. Claims 9, 12-13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Selman et al. or Nunez et al. in view of either Farley '849 or Farley '085 as applied to 
claim 1 above, and further in view of Talbert et al. or Bonaddio et al. or Fultz et al. (US 
4086675, 5537699, 3516901). 
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Selman et al. or Nunez et al. (once modified) discloses the invention substantially as 
claimed. However, they lack a foam core having a firmness center region 
increased/reduced relative to other regions of the mattress. Talbert et al., Bonaddio et 
al. and Fultz et al. all teach a core having a firmness center region increased/reduced 
relative to other regions of the mattress (see col. 3; col. 3; col.2 and Figs. 1 ,6 
respectively). It would have been considered obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
to further modify either (once modified) Selman et al. or Nunez et al. by substituting a 
foam core having a firmness center region increased/reduced relative to other regions 
of the mattress as taught by Klancnik for the spring core disclosed by either Selman et 
al. or Nunez et al. since such a modification would support the buttocks area adequately 
of an individual laying parallel to the longitudinal axis of the mattress. 

Response to Arguments 
10. Applicant's arguments filed 3/9/06 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. Applicant's argument with respect to Jarvis not disclosing "other than a 
single air bladder" is of no moment since such language constitute new matter. 

Applicant argues that the examiner interpretation of head portion and foot portion 
contradict the orientation provided by Selman et al. and Nunez et al. It should be noted 
that there is no structure precluding the examiners interpretation of what is the head 
portion and the foot portion. For example, if one were to lay transversely on a bed, then 
the portion of the bed where the users head lies would be considered the head portion 
and the portion of the bed where the users feet lies would be considered the foot 
portion. The same argument can be made with regards to Farley '179, 1849. 
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The examiner recognizes that in viewing Selman et al, Nunez et al. and the Farley 
references, the "head portion", "foot portion" etc. as indicated in those references have 
different firmness to support different portions of the human body when a person lays 
parallel to the longitudinal axis and so it is obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to 
modify either Selman et al. or Nunez et al. by making the width of the center region 
about 2-12 inches as taught by either Farley '849 or Farley '179 since such a 
modification would support the buttocks area adequately of an individual laying parallel 
to the longitudinal axis of the mattress. This modified structure has all the structural 
limitations as called for in the above rejected claims with the exception what can be 
considered as the "head portion" or "foot portion" etc. Since such limitation depends on 
ones perspective orientation, see attached drawings of orientation considered by 
examiner as "head portion" and "foot portion" etc., and therefore, the above proposed 
rejection is sound. 

Applicant argues that none of the references are interested in the "mitigating the 
emergence of a center ridge", while this may not be the references intention, the fact 
remains the combined references disclose a center region between 2 to 12 inches wide 
having an increased/decreased firmness with regards to regions to the right and/or left 
of the center region and therefore the "mitigating emergence of a center ridge" limitation 
is met. 

Applicant's argument that it would be impermissible hindsight to rotate the center 
region to traverse a mattress from the head end to the foot end is not understood. The 
examiner never proposed to rotate anything. The examiner recognizes that in viewing 
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Selman et al, Nunez et al. and the Farley references, the "head portion", "foot portion" 
etc. as indicated in those references have different firmness to support different portions 
of the human body when a person lays parallel to the longitudinal axis and so it is 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify either Selman et al. or Nunez et al. by 
making the width of the center regiqn about 2-12 inches as taught by either Farley '849 
or Farley '179 since such a modification would support the buttocks area adequately of 
an individual laying parallel to the longitudinal axis of the mattress. This modified 
structure has all the structural limitations as called for in the above rejected claims with 
the exception what can be considered as the "head portion" or "foot portion" etc. Since 
such limitation depends on ones perspective orientation, see attached drawings of 
orientation considered by examiner as "head portion" and "foot portion" etc., and 
therefore, the above proposed rejection is sound. 

Conclusion 

1 1 . Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
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extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

12. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Sunil Singh whose telephone number is (571 ) 272-7051 . 
The examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Friday 10:30 AM - 7:00 PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Engle Patricia can be reached on (571) 272-6660. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



Sunil Singh 
Primary Examiner 
Art Unit 3673 
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